with alkaline phosphatase (Tago) diluted at 1/2,000 was employed as the second antibody. Six stable MAb-secreting clones have been already obtained, and these MAbs have been designated CIP 1 and 2, AIP 1 and 2, and CP 1 and 2, according to their specificity8). Their titres and isotypes were previously described8). Data concerning Mrs of CIPs, AIPs and CPs for the three cucurbitaceous plant-infecting viruses were reported by Suzuki et al.9,10) For each virus, a mixture of CIP, AIP, and virus particles (100ng each per lane) was subjected to electroblot (EB)-ELISA using each MAb from culture supernatant diluted to 1/10. CIP 1 and 2 reacted with WMV2 CIP, but did not cross react with CIPs of ZYMV or PRSV-W (Fig. 1a,  d ). Likewise, AIP 1 and 2, and CP 1 and 2 reacted only with AIP and CP of WMV2, respectively (Fig. 1b, c , e, f). The six MAbs did not react with the corresponding antigens of ZYMV or PRSV-W, even when the amount of the protein used was doubled.
Proteolytic degradation of CP commonly occurs with potyviruses5). By SDS-PAGE, minor proteins of 27 to 33K, thought to be degradation products, were also detected in purified preparations of WMV2 particles9). CP 1 reacted only with the intact CP, while CP 2 reacted with both the intact CP and breakdown products (Fig. 1c, f) .
We have already established the technique to simultaneously detect all of CIP, AIP and CP in infected leaf homogenates by using a mixture of the MAbs to those proteins as a first antibody8). Reactions of the MAbs with proteins in leaves infected with LMV, PRSV 5, PVY, SoyMV C, SoyMV E, and TuMV were also tested with EB-ELISA. CP 2 reacted with proteins of 32K and 34K in leaves infected with SoyMV C and SoyMV E (Fig. 2b, lanes 4, 5) . The 32K-and 34K-proteins were also detected in infected leaves with rabbit polyclonal antiserum (data not shown), suggesting that SoyMV showed CP heterogeneity and that the proteins detected by CP 2 in SoyMV-infected leaves were the CPs. Both AIP 1 and AIP 2 faintly reacted with 46 K-proteins, thought to be AIP, in leaves infected with SoyMV C and SoyMV E (Fig. 2a, b) . However, neither CIP 1 nor CIP 2 reacted with proteins in SoyMV C-and SoyMV E-infected 
